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REMARKS 

Statns of the Claims 

Claims 1-5, 7-9, 12-20» 26-40 and 42-46 are pending herein, claim 36 having been 
canceled without prejudice or disclaimer. 

Claim Objection 

Claim 36 is objected to, because there is allegedly no disclosure of a cover not 
having a substrate sub-layer. Althougji Applicant disagrees, this claim has been removed 
at this time to expedite prosecution and secure allowance. 

Claim Rciectiong under 35 USC 6112. second paragraph 

Claims 9, 3 1 and 42 are rejected under 35 USC §1 1 2, second paragraph as 
allegedly being indefinite. These rejections are believed to be moot in view of the above 
amendments to claims 9, 31 and 42. Reconsideration and withdrawal of this rejection are 
therefore requested. 

Rejection under 35 U.S.C. 103(a1 — Rogers and Nishlo 

Pending claims I, 3-5, 7-9, 16. 17, 19, 20, 43 and 45 stand rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) as being obvious over Rogers (U.S. Patent No. 6»08 1.071) in view of 
Nishio (U.S. Patent No. 6,081,071). Applicant respectfully traverses this rejection and its 
supporting remarks. 

For example, independent claims 1 and 17 are directed to an OLED device 
structure and a method of making the same. The OLED device structure of these claims 
comprises: (a) a substrate; (b) an OLED display area comprising a plurality of active 
pixels which are disposed over the substrate and which comprise an anode region, a 
cathode region and a light-emitting region; (c) a cover over the OLED display area, 
wherein the cover permits transmission of light from the active pixels to an outer 
environment cover over the OLED display area, wherein the cover permits transmission 
of hght fi:om the active pixels to an outer environment, and wherein the cover and the 
substrate cooperate to restrict transmission of oxygen and water VE^or from the outer 
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environment to the OLED display area; and (d) a patterned getter layer disposed between 
the substrate and the cover, the patterned getter layer being configured so as to 
substantially avoid obstructing the transmission of light that is permitted by the cover 
firom the pixels to the outer environment, wherein at least a portion of the patterned getter 
layer is provided between at least some of the plurality of pixels. 

These claims are not obvious in view of Rogers and Nishio. As recognized in the 
Office Action, Rogers does not describe a patterned getter layer, which is disposed 
between the substrate and the cover, which is configured so as to substantially avoid 
obstructing the transmission of light that is permitted by the cover from the pixels to the 
outer environment, at least a portion of which patterned getter layer is provided between 
at least some of the plurality of pixels. 

The Office Action urges, however, that these deficiencies are made up by Nishio, 
arguing that Nishio "discloses (column 3 lines 1-3, column 8 lines 10-14, column 12 lines 
17 Figs. 8c and 9) desiccant added to adhesive 33 [sic, the adhesive is numbered 9/10, 
whereas the numeral 33 corresponds to a silicon dioxide passivation filra] is deposited in 
the peripheral region around small size panels comprising pixels. Nishio discloses the 
placement of desiccant in such a space effectively reduces deterioration of the EL 
element that may be caused by exposure to oxygen." 

The Office Action then concludes that "it would have been obvious to one or 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to include the patterned getter layer 
between some of the plurality of pixels of the display of Rogers as taught by Nishio for 
effectively reducing deterioration of EL elements diat may be caused &om exposure to 
moisture." 

Applicant nespectfiilly disagrees. 

First, the examiner makes reference to Figs. 8c and 9 of Nishio. However, these 
Figs, do not illustrate a desiccant at all, but rather illustrate small-size panels 21, 22, 23, 
24 upon a large-size support 25. A plug portion 3 1 is provided to fill the space 30 and a 
seat portion 32 is provided in a region over each small-size panel 21^2. The plug and 
seat portions 31 and 32 correspond to a negative resist. A passivation film 33 is provided 
over the plug and seat portions 31 and 32. Also shown in Fig. 9 are driving circuits 
driving circuit 21a, 22a, 23a, 24a, 21b, 22b, 23b, 24b. 
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It is noted that a drying agent region 37 is illustrated in FIG 8(e) of Nishio. 
However, even assinning solely for the sake of argument that the cover 36 permits 
transmission of light from the active pixels to an outer environment as claimed in claims 
1 and 17, the drying agent region 37 of Fig. 8(e) is not configured so as to substantially 
avoid obstructing such light transmission. Instead, the drying agent region 37 is 
illustrated as substantiallv blanketing the cover 3 6. 

The Office Action also refers to column 8, lines 1 0 to 14, in which it is noted that 
the adhesive may contain a drying agent, and to column 12, line 17, which refers to an 
organic EL medium 34. 

The Office Action further makes reference to colunm 3, lines 1 to 8. which reads 
as follows: **However, in the case where the large-size support is located opposite to the 
light-exiting side of the device, the adhesive layer may be provided to overlie only a 
periphery of each small-size panel. In such a case, the peripherally-extendiiig adhesive 
layer defines an interior space between the small-size panel and large-size support. The 
placement of a desiccant in such a space effectively reduces deterioration of the EL 
element that may be caused by the exposure to a moisture.** 

Such an embodiment is illustrated in FIG. 5 of Nishio. However, as clearly seen 
from this figure, Nishio neither teaches nor suggests devices in accordance with claims 1 
and 1 7, which include, inter alia, the following: (a) a cover that permits transmission of - 
light from the active pixels to an outer environment and (b) a patterned getter layer, at : 
least a portion of which is provided between at least some of the plurality of the pixels 
(which pixels are disposed over a common substrate as claimed), which is configured so 
as to substantially avoid obstructing the transmission of Ught that is permitted by the 
cover from the pixels to the outer environment. 

In particular, light exits the device of FIG. 5 through the substrate, rather than the 
cover. See. e.g., the arrows shown in HG. 5. See also ooL 6, lines 30-34, in which it is 
explained that each panel 1,2 has a glass or other transparent substrate, and that the 
device is designed such that light emitted from each organic EL element passes through 
the transparent substrate and exits the device. 

As defined in pending claims 1 and 17, the cover is positioned on a side of the 
device that is opposite that of the substrate. Hence, to the extent that any stmcture in Fig. 
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5 can be argued to coirespond to the cover of claims 1 and 1 7, it is tlie large-size support 
5. However, the large-size support 5 does not ''permit transmission of light from the 
active pixels to an outer environment" as claimed. 

Furthermore, the Office Action refers to the Nishio*s teachings in conjunction 
with Figs. 1 to 3, in which is it noted that a drying agent can be added to the adhesive. 
This makes sense in conjunction with Figs. 1 to 3, because no other desiccant is provided. 
However, in devices like those described at ooL 3, lines 1-8 and illustrated in Fig. 5, a 
desiccant is provided within the space between the panels 1-4 and the large-size support 
5, thereby filling the need that was filled in Figs. 1 to 3 by providing a desiccant in the 
adhesive. In this regard, it is respectfully submitted that the Oface Action is applying 
irapennissible hindsigjit, using Applicant's own disclosure as a template to pick and 
choose isolated elements from the prior art and combine them so as to yield the invention 
in question. 

In addition, even assuming solely for the sake of argument that the support 5 did 
'^permit transmission of light from the active pixels to an outer environment" and that a 
drying agent was to be provided within all adhesive embodiments, including that 
described at col. 3, lines 1-8 and illustrated in Fig. 5, it is nonetheless respectfully 
submitted that the adhesive material region 9/10 is not "provided between at least some 
of the plurality of pixels" as claimed in claims 1 and 17, because the claimed pixels are 
disposed over a single substrate Indeed, disposing the adhesive between pixels on a 
given substrate wouldn't make sense due, for example, to the close inter-pixel spacing 
foimd in most display devices and to the reasons that result in the application of the 
adhesive in the device of FIG. 5 in the first place (i.e., to secure multiple panels to a 
large-size support). 

It is also noted that, where Nishio does teach the use of a peripherally-extending 
adhesive layer 9/10 to define interior spaces between the small-size panels and the large- 
size support, Nishio also places a desiccant/drying agent in such spaces to reduce 
deterioration of the EL element. See, e.g., colunm 3, lines 1-7 as well as claim 6. Such a 
desiccant/drying agent 14 can be clearly seen in FIG. 5. However, this drying agent 14 is 
clearly not positioned between pixels nor is it configured so as to substantially avoid 
obstructing the transmission of light from the pixels, as required by claims 1 and 1 7, but 
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rather does the opposite in that it substantially completely spans the region between the 
pixels and support 5. 

Other descriptions within Nishio arc likewise deficient For example, in the 
device of FIGS. 1, 2 and 4 of Nishio, the adhesive material region 9/10 (there is no drying 
agent region illustrated 14/37 in these FIGS) is clearly not configured so as to 
substantially avoid obstructing the transmission of light from active pixels permitted by 
the cover. Indeed, the adhesive material region 9/10 completely covers the pixels. 

Turning to FIGS 6 and 7 of Nishio. the adhesive matwial region 9/10 in these 
figures is not provided between the pixels as required by claims 1 and 1 7, but rather is 
provided on the opposite side of the substrate fixnn the pixels. 

In brief summary, the Office Action argues that it would have been obvious to 
include the patterned getter layer between some of the plurality of pixels of the display of 
Rogers as taught by Nishio for eScctively reducing deterioration of EL elements that may 
be caused from exposure to moisture. 

However, the so-caUed "the patterned getter layer" being referred to in the Office 
Action is apparently the adhesive layer of Nishio, which as used in Nishio to secure 
plural small-size panels to a large-size support. Since Rogers does not employ plural 
small-size panels, there would be no motivation to use such a layer in the device of 
Rogers, much less between pixels. 

Moreover, to estabhshp/rmfl yaczc obviousness of a claimed invention, all the 
claim limitations must be taught or suggested by the prior art. However, if the references 
were combined as suggested by the Examiner, the resulting combination would fail to 
meet the limitations of claims 1 and 17, which require, inter alia, the following: (a) a 
cover that permits tremsmission of light from the active pixels to an outer enviromnent 
and (b) a patterned getter layer, at least a portion of which is provided between at least 
some of the plurality of the pixels (which, in claims 1 and 17, are disposed over a 
common substrate), and which is configured so as to substantiallv avoid obstructing the 
transmission of light that is permitted by the cover from the pixels to the outer 
environment 

For at least the above reasons, it is respectfiilly submitted that a prima facie case 
of obviousness has not been established with respect to claims 1 and 17. Accordingly, 
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claims I and 17 are patentable over Rogers andNishio, as are claims 2-5, 7-9, 12-16, 18- 
20 and 42-46 depending therefrom. 

Reconsideration and withdrawal of the rejection of claims 1, 3-5, 7-9, 16, 17, 19, 
20, 43 and 45 under 35 U.S. C. 103(a) as being obvious over Rogers and Nishio are 
therefore respectfully requested. 

Rejection nnder 35 U.S.C. 103fa>— Rogers, Nishio and Duggal 

Claims 2 and 12-15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being obvious over 

Rogers and Nishio and further in view of Duggal (U.S. Patent No. 6,465,953). Applicant 

respectfully traverses this rejection and its supporting remarks. 

For example, independent claim 1 is patentable over Rogers and Nishio for the 

reasons set forth above. Duggal, which is cited for alleged disclosure of various features 

found in claims 2 and 12-1 5, does not overcome the above noted.deficiencies in Rogers 

and Nishio. Accordingly, claim 1 is patentable over Rogers, Nishio and Duggal, as are 

claims 2 and 12-15 depending therefrom. 

Reconsideration and withdrawal of the rejection of claims 2 and 12-1 5 under 3 5 

U.S.C. 103(a) as being obvious over Rogers, Nishio and Duggal are therefore respectfully 

requested. 

Relectlon under 35 U,S.C. 103(a> — ^Rogers. Nishio and Bemius 

Claims 1 8 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being obvious over Rogers, 

Nishio and Bemius (U.S. Patent No. 6,383,664). Applicant respectfully traverses this 

rejection and its supporting remarks. 

For example, independent claim 17 is patentable over Rogers and Nishio for the 

reasons set forth above. Bemius, which is cited for alleged disclosure of various features 

found in claim 18, does not overcome the above noted deficiencies in Rogers and Nishio. 

Accordingly, claim 17 is patentable over Rogers, Nishio and Bemius, as is claim 18 

depending therefrom. 

Reconsideration and withdrawal of the rejection of claim 18 under 35 U.S.C. 

103(a) as being obvious over Rogers, Nishio and Bemius are therefore respectfully 

requested. 
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Rejection under 35 U.S.C« 103(a>— Rogers. Nishio andPnggal 

Pending claims 26, 28, 29, 32, 38-40, 44 and 46 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being obvious over Rogers and Nishio in view of Dugga]. Applicant 
respectfully traverses this rejection and its supporting remarks. 

Claims 44 and 46 

It is noted that independent claims 1 and 17 are patentable over Rogers and Nishio 
^ for the reasons set forth above, and Duggal does not make up for the deficiencies in 
Rogers and Nishio. Accordingly, claims 1 and 17 are patentable over Rogers, Nishio and 
Duggal, as are claims 44 and 46 depending therefirom. 

Claims 26, 28. 29. 32 and 38-40 

Of claims 26, 28, 29, 32 and 38-40, only claim 26 is independent. Claim 26 is 
directed to a flexible OLED device stmcture comprising: (a) a flexible substrate; (b) a 
flexible OLED display area comprising a plurality of active pixels disposed over the 
substrate, which comprise an anode region, a cathode region and a light-emitting region; 
(c) a flexible cover over the OLED display area, wherein at least one of the flexible 
substrate and the flexible cover permits transmission of li^t &om the plurality of active 
pixels to an outer environment, and wherein the flexible cover and the flexible substrate 
cooperate to restrict transmission of oxygen and water vapor firom the outer environment 
to the OLED display area; and (d) a patterned getter layer disposed between the flexible 
substrate and the flexible cover, wherein the patterned getter layer is configured so as to 
substantially avoid obstructing the transmission of light fix>m the plurality of active pixels 
to the outer environment, wherein at least a portion of the patterned getter layer is 
provided between at least some of the plurality of pixels. 

In essence, the Office Action asserts that claim 26 is obvious over Rogers and 
Nishio for the same reasons were set forth in conjunction with claim 1 , except that 
Rogers and Nishio do not exemplify a flexible cover. 

As noted above, however, claim 1 is not obvious over Rogers and Nishio, and 
neither is claim 26. 
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For example, as indicated above, the OfiBce Action attempts to use Nishio's 
teachings that a drying agent can be added to the adhesive in conjunction with the devices 
of Figs. 1 to 3 (which makes sense in the inventions of Figs, 1 to 3, because no other 
desiccant is provided) and apply these teachings to non-analogous devices in Nishio such 
as those described at col. 3, lines 1-8 and illustrated in Fig. 5, These devices are non- 
analogous, because a desiccant is provided within the space between the panels 1-4 and 
the large-size support 5, filling ttie need which was filled in Figs. 1 to 3 by providing a 
desiccant in the adhesive. 

As also noted above, even assuming solely for the sake of argument that there is 
motivation to provide a drying agent within the adhesive of devices such as those 
described at col. 3, lines 1-8 and illustrated in Fig. 5 of Nishio, it is nonetheless 
respectfully submitted that the adhesive material region 9/10 is not **provided between at 
least some of the plurality of pixels" as claimed in claims 1 and 17, because the claimed 
pixels are disposed over a smgle substrate, whereas the pixels in Nishio reside on 
multiple substrates. Nor is there motivation to provide such an adhesive between pbcels 
on the same substrate, for example, due to the close inter-pixel spacing found in most 
display devices and due to iSTishio's motivations for applying the adhesive in the first 
place (i.e., to secure multiple panels to a large-size support). 

In addition, because Rogers does not employ plural small-size panels, there would 
be no motivation to use such a layer in the device of Rogers as proposed in the Office 
Action. 

Thus, it is respectfully submitted (a) that there is not motivation to combine the 
references as proposed in the Office Action (e,g.. due to different motivations between 
the references), (b) that the Office Action is applying impermissible hindsight, 
using Applicant's own disclosure as a template to pick and choose isolated elements from 
the prior art and combine them so as to yield the invention iii question (e.g., by 
attempting to use a desiccant-containing adhesive from one device in Nishio, to another 
device in Nishio in which the drying function is provided a desiccant that is located 
within the spaces between the panels and the large-size support, thereby filling the need 
for a desiccant-containing adhesive), and (c) that even if the references were combined as 
suggested in the Office Action, the resulting combination would fail to meet the 
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limitations of claim 26 (e.g.. fail to provide a patterned getter layer, at least a portion of 
which is provided pixels on a common suhstrate). 

Duggal does not make up for these deficiencies in Rogers and Nishio. 

For at least these reasons, it is respectfiilly submitted that aprima facie case of 
obviousness has not been established with respect to claim 26. Accordingly, claim 26 is 
patentable over Rogers, Nishio and Duggal, as are claims 26, 28, 29, 32, 38-40, which 
d^end from claim 26. 

For at least the above reasons, reconsideration and withdrawal of the rejection of 
claims 26, 28, 29, 32, 38-40, 44 and 46 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being obvious over 
Rogers, Nishio and Duggal are therefore respectfiilly requested. 

Rejection under 35 U.S-C. I03ra1 — ^Rogers and Dnggal 

Pending claim 30 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being obvious over 
Rogers in view of Duggal. Applicant respectfully traverses this rejection and its 
supporting remarks. 

Independent clahn 30 is directed to a flexible OLED device structure comprising: 
(a) a flexible substrate; (b) a flexible OLED display area comprising a plurality of active 
. „ ..pixels disposed over the substrate, each of the plurality of active pbcels comprising an 
anode region, a cathode region and a light-emitting region; (c) a flexible cover over the 
GLED display area, wherein at least one of the flexible substrate and the flexible cover 
permits transmission of light from the plurality of active pixels to an outer environment, 
and wherein the flexible cover and the flexible substrate cooperate to restrict transmission 
of oxygen and water vapor from the outer environment to the OLED display area; and (d) 
a patterned getter layer disposed between the flexible substrate and the flexible cover, the 
patterned getter layer being configured so as to substantially avoid obstructing the 
transmission of light from the plurality of active pixels to the outer enviromnent, wherein 
portions of the patterned getter layer are sufficiently narrow to prevent the patterned 
getter layer from cracking when the OLED device structure is flexed during nonnal 
service and wherein the patterned getter layer comprises a plurality of narrow bands of 
getter materiaL 
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According to the Office Action, Rogers discloses all the limitations of claim 30, 
but for the substrate and cover being flexible and turns to Duggal for this teaching. The 
Office Action concludes that it would have been obvious to inchide a flexible plastic 
substrate and cover in the organic EL element of Rogers as suggested by Duggal for 

providing the benefit of manufacturing a flexible display, which can be appUed to 
bendable surfaces. Applicant respectfully disagrees. 

For example. Rogers provides no suggestion or motivation to provide a patterned 
getter layer that comprises a plurality of nanrow bands of getter materiaU portions of 
which patterned getter layer are sufficiently nanow to prevent the getter layer from 
cracking when the OLED device structure is flexed during normal service. Indeed, the 
device of Rogers is a rigid device. Hence, absent motivation to the contrary, it is 
submitted that one of ordinary skill would attempt to maximize width of the getter 
material present to the greatest extent possible and thus would not provide a device Uke 
that of claim 30 with a patterned getter layer that comprises a plurality of narrow bands of 
getter material, portions of which are sufficiently nauow to prevent the getter layer from 
cracking when flexed during normal surface. 

Moreover, even though Duggal describes a flexible device, there is no teaching or 
suggestion in to provide a patterned getter layer that comprises a plurality of narrow 
bands of getter material, portions of which are sufficiently narrow to prevent the getter 
layer from cracking when flexed during normal sinface. 

Hence, even if the references were combined as suggested by the Examiner, the 
resulting combination would.fail to meet the Umitations of claim 30. Moreover, absent a 
teaching in one of these references of a patterned getter layer that comprises a pluraUty of 
narrow bands of getter material, portions which are sufficiently narrow to prevent the 
getter layer from cracking when flexed during normal surface, it is clear that the Office 
Action is applying impermissible hindsight, using AppUcant's own disclosure as source 
for this claim element. 

For at least these reasons, it is rcspectfuUy submitted that ^prima facie case of 
obviousness has not been established with respect to claim 30. Accordingly, 
reconsideration and withdrawal of the rejection of claim 30 under 35 US.C. 103(a) as 
being obvious over Rogers and Duggal are respectfully requested. 
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Rejection ngrf^r -^S U.S.C- 1 03f aV-Ro gers. Nishio. n^ggftl and Jones 

Pending claims 31 and 43 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being obvious 
over Rogers, Nishio and Duggal and further in view of Jones (U.S. Patent No. 
6,624.570). Applicant respectfully traverses this rejection and its supporting remarks. 

For example, the Office Action states that '*it would have been obvious to one of 
oniinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to apply the patterned getter layer in 
the display device of Rogers, Nishio and Duggal in the form of dots as suggested by 
Jones for advantageously dispersing the getter material in the desired area. 

However, the "patterned getter layer in the display device of Rogers, Nishio and 
Duggal'* does not meet the limitations of claims 1 and 26 for at least the reasons 
discussed above. Moreover, the devices of Jones (which are inorganic, vacuum-sealed, 
field emission display devices from art that is non-analogous to the organic 
electroluminescent device art of Rogers, Nishio and Duggal). do not make up for the 
above-noted deficiencies in Rogers, Nishio and Duggal. 

Accordingly, claims 1 and 26 arc patentable over Rogers, Nishio Duggal and 
Jones, as are claims 3 1 and 43 depending therefixjm. 

Reconsideration and withdrawal of the rejection of claims 31 and 43 under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) as being obvious over Rogers, Nishio, Duggal and Jones are therefore 
respectfully requested. 

Rejection nndcr 35 U.S,a 1 oaraV- Rog ers, Nishto, Pugg^ and Sheats 

Pending claims 27, 33, 34 and 36 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
obvious over Rogera, Nishio and Duggal and further in view of Sheats (U.S. Patent No. 
6,126,225). Applicant respectfully traverses this rejection and its supporting remarks. 

For example, independent claim 26 is patentable over Rogers, Nishio and Duggal 
for at least the reasons set forth above. Sheats. which is cited for alleged disclosure of 
various features found in claims 27, 33, 34 and 36, does not overcome the above noted 
deficiencies in Rogers, Nishio and Duggal. Accordingly, claim 26 is patentable over 
Rogers, Nishio, I>uggal and Sheats, as are the claims depending therefix)m, including 
claims 27, 33, 34 and 36 (moreover, claim 36 has been cancelled without prejudice or 
disclaimer). 
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Reconsideration and withdrawal of the rejection of claims 27, 33, 34 and 36 under 
35 U-S.C. 103(a) as being obvious over Rogers, Nishio, Duggal and Sheats are therefore 
respectfully requested. 

Rejection under 35 U.S,C- 1 03f aV-R ogers. Nishio. Pnggal. Sheats and Harvey 

Pending claim 35 is itgected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being obvious over 
Rogers, Nishio. Duggal and Sheats, and further in view of Harvey (U.S. Patent No. 
6,757,126). Applicant respectfully traverses this rejection and its supporting remarks. 

For example, independent claim 26 is patentable over Rogers, Nishio, Dugg^, 
and Sheats for at least the reasons set forth above. Harvey, which is cited for alleged 
disclosure of a flexible cover that comprises a substrate-sublayer, does not overcome the 
above noted deficiencies in Rogers, Nishio, Duggal and Sheats. Accordingly, claim 26 is 
patentable over Rogers, Nishio, Duggal. Sheats and Harvey, as are the claims depending 
therefrom, including claim 35. 

Reconsideration and withdrawal of tiie rejection of claim 35 imder 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being obvious over Rogers. Nishio, Duggal, Sheats and Harvey are therefore 
lespectfully requested. 

Rejection under 35 U.S.r. 1 Q^aW-R<K ycrs, Nishio, Dupgal and Pichler 

Peaiding claim 37 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being obvious over 
Rogers, Nishio and Duggal and further in view of Pichler (U.S. Patent No. 5,929562). 
Applicant respectfiilly traverses this rejection and its siqjporting remarks. 

For example, independent claim 26 is patentable over Rogers, Nishio and Duggal 
for at least the reasons set forth above. Pichler, which is cited for alleged disclosure of a 
flexible substrate comprising a metal foil, does not overcome the above noted 
deficiencies in Rogers, Nishio and Duggal. Accordingly, claim 26 is patentable over 
Rogers, Nishio, Duggal and Pichler, as are tiie claims depending therefrom, including 
claim 37. 

Reconsideration and withdrawal of the rejection of claim 37 under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being obvious over Rogers, Nishio, Duggal and Pichler are therefore 
respectfully requested. 
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U.S. Serial No. 09/933,987 
CONCLUSION 

Applicants submit that aU pending claims are in a condition for allowance, early 
notification of which is earnestly solicited. The Examiner is encouraged to telephone th 
Applicant's attorney at (703) 433-0510 in oider that any outstanding issues be resolved. 



RespectfiiUy submitted. 




Attorney for Applicant 

Mayer Fortkort & Williams, PC 

251 North Avenue West, 2"* Floor 



David B. Bonham 
Registration No. 34,297 . 



Wcstfield,NJ 07090 
Tel,: 703-433-0510 
Fax: 703-433-2362 



Certtflcate of Fa'^^iw^'ft Transmission 

1 hereby certiiy that this document and any 



document referenced herein is being sent to the 
United States Patent and Trademark office via 
Facsimile to: 703-872-9318 on A^tfv. "^.^00^ , 



David B. Bonham 



(Printed Name of Person Mailing Correspondence) 
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